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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The claims have been amended as set forth above for further clarity. With regard to the 
cancelled claims, applicants respectfully reserve the right to pursue the subject matter of any of 
the cancelled claims in any forthcoming continuation application(s). Applicants respectfully 
request consideration of the claims. 

I. Examiner Interview Dated April 13, 2009 

An interview was held with Examiner Murdough and Primary Examiner Fischer on April 
13, 2009. Applicants appreciate the Examiner Murdough and Examiner Fischer's time and input. 
The claims are amended herein to reflect the interview. Applicants believe that an agreement 
was reached that the current changes push prosecution forward. As discussed during the 
interview, this Amendment is being filed with a Request for Continued Examination. 

II. Objections to the Specification 

The Office Action indicates that several features of the claims are not supported in the 
specification. Applicants respectfully disagree. With regard to "pregenerated software 
developer rank" please see, for example, page 3, lines 8-1 1, of the specification. With regard to 
"term comparison" please see, for example, page 9, lines 9-17. With regard to "determined 
portion of the fist encrypted software license and determined portion of the second encrypted 
software license," please see, for example, page 9, lines 9-17. Applicants request 
reconsideration. 

III. Rejection of the Claims Under 35 U.S.C. S 112 

The claims are rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 second paragraph as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicants regard as 
the invention. The claims have been amended as set forth above and applicants believe that the 
rejection is now moot. 
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IV* Refection of the Claims 

Claims 1 and 89-1 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 5,553,143 issued to Ross (hereinafter "Ross"). In order to solidify the inherency 
rejections related to the computer with a processor and a memory, the Office Action cites to 
White (How a Computer Works) under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Applicants respectfully disagree 
with the rejections. 

The specification of the current application identifies several exemplary problems 
associated with prior licensing management systems. The specification indicates that it has 
become common for computer users to have multiple versions of the same software product 
installed on their computer at any given time. This multiple installation happens for a number of 
reasons. One reason is because software can be purchased as a stand-alone product and as a 
bundle. One common example of a bundled product is to sell an "office suite" product than may 
consist of separate professional versions of word-processing, spreadsheet, presentation, and 
communication applications (each of which may also be provided individually as stand-alone 
products). Often, because of the cost savings, a user may purchase the bundled product, even 
though the user already has one or more of the software products in the bundle, because it is 
cheaper than purchasing the desired software products individually. The bundled product is 
often provided with its own end user license that applies to all of the software products within 
the bundle. In this case, the end user may end up with multiple different end user licenses that 
potentially apply to the same software product. 

As another example, a user may purchase a computer with a limited use OEM version of 
a word processor stand-alone product already installed. This version of the word processor 
would be subject to an OEM end user license that may include terms relating to the computer 
manufacturer. Later, the user may purchase and install a full version of the same software 
product (possibly to get additional features or as an upgrade), now storing a fall, perpetual end 
user license on the computer. Later, the user may install a trial version of a bundled product that 
contains the word processor with a trial end user license. At this point, there are three different 
end user licenses on the computer that may apply to the same software product. 
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Misidentification of the applicable end user licenses can cause problems both for the user 
and the computer manufacturer and software developers. The users can inadvertently 
overestimate the scope of their rights to a software product and violate the terms and conditions 
of their license. Alternatively, if the license terms (as often is the case) dictate who is 
responsible for certain problems that may arise with the software, misidentification of the EULA 
may cause the user to contact the wrong party when there is a problem. 

The specification of the current application teaches several features that overcome at least 
the above identified problems. The specification teaches providing an end user license 
agreement, or EULA, with each installed software product in a protected form. The license may 
be accessed in a controlled manner via a license module. The licensing module is utilized so that 
the user does not inadvertently access the wrong license associated with the product. The license 
module is capable of identifying software products of the same type on a computer system and 
selecting a 4< best" of the licenses for the software products when displaying the license for those 
software products. As such, when a user attempts to review a license associated with the 
application, the license module facilitates the access to the "best" license, even when multiple 
versions of the same application are installed on the computing device. For example, a user may 
have a full application version of software X on his computer along with a trial application 
version of software X. When the user attempts to access the license associated with the trial 
application version of software X, the licensing module returns the software license to the full 
application version of software X. 

Independent claim 1 recites several features (hat bring about the advantages indicated in 
the specification. Independent claim 1 indicates providing a first encrypted software license for 
a first version of an application on a computing system. The first encrypted software license is 
associated with a rank. The software licensing module obtains a product identifier that indicates 
an application type for the first version of the application. A second version of the application is 
identified and a second encrypted software license for the second version is identified. The ranks 
of the first and second license are compared to determine which includes a broader license and 
which includes a narrower license. User access is then provided to the decrypted broader license 
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while not providing access to the narrower license. Accordingly, claim 1 recites the features that 
bring about the advantages indicated in the specification. 

The features of claim 1 are not taught or otherwise suggested by Ross. Ross teaches a 
method for updating a current license. Ross teaches that an anchor or main license is the initial 
license and acts as a permanent anchor license for the computer system. The anchor license is 
permanently associated with the computer system. Upgrade licenses can then be added to the 
anchor license in a chain-like fashion. See column 4, lines 14-28, and column 6, lines 42-51 . 
Accordingly, Ross is teaching the linking together of licenses for access which is directly 
contrary to the language of independent claim 1 as indicated above. Accordingly, 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Independent claim 97 recites several features that bring about the advantages indicated in 
the specification. Independent claim 97 indicates providing a first encrypted software license for 
a first version of an application on a computing system. The first encrypted software license is 
associated with a rank. The software licensing module obtains a product identifier that indicates 
an application type for the first version of the application. A second version of the application is 
identified and a second encrypted software license for the second version is identified. The ranks 
of the first and second license are compared to determine which includes a broader license and 
which includes a narrower license. User access is then provided to the decrypted broader license 
while not providing access to the narrower license. Accordingly, claim 97 recites the features 
that bring about the advantages indicated in the specification. 

The features of claim 97 are not taught or otherwise suggested by Ross. Ross teaches a 
method for updating a current license. Ross teaches that an anchor or main license is the initial 
license and acts as a permanent anchor license for the computer system. The anchor license is 
permanently associated with the computer system. Upgrade licenses can then be added to the 
anchor license in a chain-like fashion. See column 4, lines 14-28, and column 6, lines 42-51. 
Accordingly, Ross is teaching the linking together of licenses for access which is directly 
contrary to the language of independent claim 97 as indicated above. Accordingly, 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 
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Independent claim 106 recites several features that bring about the advantages indicated 
in the specification. Independent claim 106 indicates providing a first encrypted software license 
for a first version of an application on a computing system. The first encrypted software license 
is associated with a rank. The software licensing module obtains a product identifier that 
indicates an application type for the first version of the application. A second version of the 
application is identified and a second encrypted software license for the second version is 
identified. The ranks of the first and second license are compared to determine which includes a 
broader license and which includes a narrower license. User access is then provided to the 
decrypted broader license while not providing access to the narrower license. Accordingly, 
claim 106 recites the features that bring about the advantages indicated in the specification. 

The features of claim 106 are not taught or otherwise suggested by Ross. Ross teaches a 
method for updating a current license. Ross teaches that an anchor or main license is the initial 
license and acts as a permanent anchor license for the computer system. The anchor license is 
permanently associated with the computer system. Upgrade licenses can then be added to the 
anchor license in a chain-like fashion. See column 4, lines 14-28, and column 6, lines 42-51 . 
Accordingly, Ross is teaching the linking together of licenses for access which is directly 
contrary to the language of independent claim 106 as indicated above. Accordingly, 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

With regard to the dependent claims, the dependent claims include features that are not 
taught or suggested by the cited references. Furthermore, those claims ultimately depend from 
the independent claims set forth above. As such, they should be found allowable for at least 
those same reasons. 

V. Request for Reconsideration 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all pending claims are believed to be 
allowable and the application is in condition for allowance. Therefore, a Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. Should the Examiner have any further issues regarding this application, 
the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned attorney for the applicants at the telephone 
number provided below. 
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MERCHANT & GOULD P.C. 
P. O. Box 2903 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-0903 



Respectfully submitted, 
MERCHANT & GOULD P.C. 
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